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yet for organizing the migrant workers, but Chavez's 
model is at least promising for the laborers already 
settled in towns. He disdains the traditional method 
of industrial unionizing: 

"The danger is that we will become like the building 
trades," he said in an interview with the SNCC news- 
paper, The Movement. "Our situation is similar — being 
the bargaining agent with many separate companies 
and contractors. We don't want to model ourselves on 
industrial unions; that would be bad. We want to get 
involved in politics, in voter registration, not just con- 
tract negotiation. Under the industrial union model, the 
grower would become the organizer. He would enforce 
the closed shop system; he would check off the union 
dues. One guy — the business agent — would become 
king. Then you get favoritism, corruption. The trouble 
is that no institution can remain fluid. We have to find 
some cross between being a movement and being a 
union. The membership must maintain control; the 
power must not be centered in a few." 

Chavez thinks that industrial unions lost their oppor- 
tunity to keep fluid, to remain progressive, when they 
concentrated all their efforts on winning a contract — 
and then quit. His Farm Workers Association is build- 



ing cooperative institutions -a credit union, co-op stores 
and gas stations, a funeral insurance club, and services 
to help Spanish-speaking semiliterates get what's com- 
ing to them, from driving licenses to welfare assistance. 
More than that, he wants to see the grape-pickers of 
Delano become a powerful part of their community, as 
their numbers and their economic roles indicate that 
they should. 

Quiet - withdrawn, even - and magnetic, Chavez is 
often compared to SNCC's Bob Moses, who had the 
same kind of communitarian vision when he went to 
Mississippi in X961. Chavez carries less metaphysical 
baggage around than Moses did (Chavez is, after all, 
a generation older), but it is clear that they are both 
working from the same conception of a good, if not 
necessarily Great, society. It is far from the individual- 
istic idea the unions had a half century ago. The end 
of that process was simply to give workers a leg up to 
the middle class, and be done with them. The new 
way is quite different - to give workers a decent in- 
come and all the while build a society in which they 
can participate in the decisions which will affect their 
lives. As it is now, they must leave those decisions 
to the growers. 



Reinhold Niebuhr Discusses 
the War in Vietnam 



The New Republic addressed a number of ques- 
tions arising out of the war in Vietnam to Dr. 
Reinhold Niebuhr, who returned the following 
answers: 

Q: You concluded your book. The Irony of American 
History, with these words: "If we should perish, the 
ruthlessness of the foe would be only the secondary 
cause of the disaster. The primary cause would be that 
the strength of a giant nation was directed by eyes too 
blind to see all the hazards of the struggle; and the 
blindness would be induced not by some accident of 
nature or history, but by hatred and vainglory." Do you 
detect in recent Administration pronouncements on 
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Vietnam the sort of "hatred and vainglory" you had 
in mind? 

A: The judgment you refer to was prompted by the 
irresponsible neutralism to which we were addicted 
after the First World War and which vaingloriously 
thought we would be preserved as a museum piece of 
pure democracy, while other nations were enslaved by 
Nazism. We emerged as one of the two superpowers 
after the Second World War. Our power had cured us 
of irresponsible neutralism, but not of self-righteous- 
ness. We now act as the self-appointed guardians of 
democracy against the Communist peril in all parts of 
the world. Hans Morgenthau defined our stance as 
"globalism" in your pages. The President's State of the 
Union address in which he proposed that a healthy and 
wealthy nation might erect a welfare-state paradise at 
home, and still pursue its saving police duties in Viet- 
nam, thus proving true to the principle of national self- 
determination, had a touch of this vainglory. 
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The New Republic 



Q: It is said by Administration spokesmen that if Viet- 
nam is allowed to fall to the Communists, it will signal 
a similar fate for other Asian countries, and perhaps 
others in the underdeveloped world. What is your com- 
ment on this? 

A: There is obviously some truth in the argument that 
;if we withdraw from Vietnam, other Asian nations, 
Iparticularly Thailand, Malaysia and perhaps the Philip- 
Ipines, will not be safe against Chinese expansion. Our 
obviously necessary in Asia. Elut it 
was certainly an error of inadvertence to become in- 
| volved in South Vietnam by gradually increasing com- 
imitments, so that our prestige is involved in the pre- 
■ tense that we are helping a small nation to preserve its 
independence. There are indications that this small 
sliver of a nation with a peasant culture is incapable 
of either the democracy or integral nationhood which 
our dogmas attribute to it. 

Q: You favored military action against the Nazis and, 
later, against the aggressors in Korea. Is not the pres- 
ent challenge in Vietnam comparable - a challenge to 
our will to resist a totalitarian regime which takes up 
arms against its neighbors? 

I A: All historical analogies are inexact and therefore 
f misleading. The analogy between our defense against 
i Nazism and our defense of South Vietnam against the 
j Communist North is flagrantly misleading. Nazism's 
i military nationalism threatened the moral substance of 
| Western culture, the Jews with extinction, and non- 
IGerman continental nations with slavery. None of 
jjhese issues is involved in a civil war between two por- 

t ions of a partitioned nation, one Communist and the 
ither non-Communist. 

The Korean analogy of our resistance to Communist 
aggression is more exact but also misleading. It was 
undertaken under United Nations auspices. Truman, 
under pressure from our military leaders and the lead- 
ers of our allies, fired MacArthur because his desire for 
victory threatened us with a conflict with China. Tru- 
man did not, however, liquidate the bloody conflict. 

! Nor could Stevenson promise to do so. The nation's 
honor was involved. Only a military hero. General 
Eisenhower, had sufficient prestige to promise and to 
keep the promise of a negotiated peace. Walter Lipp- 
mann recently called attention to the fact that only 
General Eisenhower and General Charles de Gaulle 
had sufficient prestige to negotiate a peace in a war 
in which the national interest was not "obviously" but 
more ultimately involved. Lippmann suggested that 
the rebels of Algeria were similar to the Viet Cong 
of Vietnam. 

Q: You said recently [in Christianity arid Crisis] that 
we are making South Vietnam into an American col- 
ony by transmuting a civil war into one in which Amer- 



| icans fight Asians while China, the presumed enemy, 
frisks not a single life." Since the South Vietnamese 
^government has not been able to overcome the Viet 
I Cong without massive US intervention, what alterna- 
% tive to "an American colony" is there? 

| A: There is no alternative to making South Vietnam 
I an American colony if we persist in our military escala- 
| tion. We might, however, choose, a. , diff e reBtglacusxTor 
'& ou F fldfoary per haps Thailanclojc.eyen the Philip- 

i pines. If we take our stand there we will at least be 
|assured of a larger measure of plausibility and the 
Inoral support of other nations who are not impressed 
fby our pretense of the defense of the right of self- 
|determination in military actions which spell physical 
Iruin to a nation which we are claiming to defend. 

Q: Do you think, given constant Chinese proclama- 
tions of hostility toward the US and China's growing 
nuclear capability, that it is possible for us to live in 
peace with the Chinese? 

A: It is obviously difficult to come to any kind of ac- 
cord with the Chinese revolutionary Communism 
which, unlike the Russian domesticated revolution, 
threatens to spread revolutionary chaos on all conti- 
nents. But the only alternative to patience is a nuclear 
war of the preventive variety. But is a nuclear catas- 
trophe ever "preventive"? 

Q: You have said that "our preaching of democracy 
frequently seems highly irrelevant to broken or par- 
tially reconstructed communities who are desperately 
seeking for a viable structure for their common life." 
How does this apply, if it does, to our commitment to 
defend the "freedom of South Vietnam"? 
gl: Previous answers betray my conviction that our as- 
sumed defense of "freedom" in South Vietnam reveals 
aur error in interpreting the realities of a primitive peas- 
||nt culture with concepts drawn from a highly tech- 
nical democratic Western culture. 

Q= ^weaAe^||s^insistence [of^^^j^Ameri- 

ciu.ri,rcesj?jjvp vipjnanr and the determination of the 
revent a Communist take-over in 
do you see for a negotiated peace 



Administration 
the South, what ho| 
in the near future? 
A: 

rere 



[istence that our withdrawal from 
confere nce and 
given the American "peace offensive" largely devoted 
to explaining to friendly nations that something more 
than our "prestige," namely the safety of Southeast 
Asia, is involved in our refusal to withdraw, a negoti- 
ated peace is obviously difficult. It is probably as diffi- 
cult as General de Gaulle's peace with Algeria. A high 
degree of political prestige and courage is required to 
extricate the nation from an impossible military and 
moral dilemma. 
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